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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-30 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 10, 19 and 28 have been 
amended as filed 16 October 2008. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 1 6 
October 2008 has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 10 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 10 recites: 
"instances a tracing controllers" (Claim 10, line 22) and "instances a logging controllers" 
(Claim 1 0, line 23). For the purposes of examination these will be treated as: "instances 
of tracing controllers" and "instances of logging controllers". 

4. Claim 19 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
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Claim 19 includes a double colon; see Claim 19, line 3, where it is apparent that 
a single colon was intended. 

Furthermore, Claim 19 recites: "said first and second controllers [[each being: 
[[an]] instances" (Claim 19, lines 14-15). For the purpose of examination this will be 
treated as "said first and second controllers [[each]] being: [[an]] instances". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 19-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

7. With respect to Claims 1 9-27, the claims are directed to "A system" but fail to 
recite any physical components and as such can be reasonably interpreted as software. 
For example see the instant specification [0019] - [0022], specifically: "One 
embodiment of the invention is implemented in an object oriented programming 
environment such as Java" ([0019], lines 7-8), and "each controller 200 is an instance of 
a defined 'controller' class" ([0020], lines 1-2). The claims lack the physical objects or 
articles to constitute a machine or manufacture under the meaning of 35 USC 101 . 
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They are not a series of acts or steps to be a process, nor are they a combination of 
chemical compounds to be a composition of matter. They represent software and as 
such fail to fall within a statutory category of invention. 

8. With respect to Claims 28-30 they are directed to "An article of manufacture 
having program code stored thereon". The instant specification does not clearly define 
article of manufacture, but does define computer readable media to include signals 
and/or carrier waves, see for example, the instant specification at [0090], where: "the 
present invention may be downloaded as a computer program which may be transferred 
from a remote computer... to a requesting computer... by way of data signals embodied 
in a carrier wave or other propagation medium" ([0090], lines 6-9). As such the claim is 
drawn to a form of energy. Energy is not one of the four categories of invention and 
therefore these claims are not statutory. Energy is not a series of steps or acts to be a 
process. Energy is not a physical article or object and as such is not a machine or 
manufacture. Energy is not a combination of substances and therefore not a 
composition of matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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10. Claims 1, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

1 1 . Claims 1 and 10 recite the limitation "said determining" in Claim 1 , line 1 1 ; Claim 
1 0, line 1 1 . There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shah (US 2003/0005173), hereinafter Shah, in view of Ullman et al. (US 7,120,685 
B2), hereinafter Ullman. 

14. With respect to Claim 1 , Shah disclosed: "A method (Abstract, lines 1-2) 
comprising: 

defining a severity level for a first controller ([0050], lines 1-8, and [0054], lines 5- 
7, where the severity level is the configuration of the filter, for example the amount of 
data passed to handlers from the filter can change based on the filter configuration and 
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thus the severity level is defined), the first controller processing messages based on the 
effective severity level ([0050], lines 2-4)", 

"the second controller being a child controller to the first controller in a controller 
hierarchy ([0059], lines 3-5) so as to receive said security level as a parameter from 
said first controller ([0059], lines 5-9, if a property on a child is not set, it inherits that 
property from the parent, and for example, trace node has the property isLogging-false, 
both of its children inherit this property); and 

setting the severity level of the second controller equal to the severity level of the 
first controller ([0059], lines 3-7) if the severity level of the first controller is between the 
minimum severity level ([0059], lines 7-8, isLogging-false, where no logging takes place) 
and the maximum severity level ([0059], second Col., lines 2-4, isLogging=true, where 
logging takes place), said first and second controllers each being: 

tracing controller instances ([0066], lines 8-10, where the child trace node can be 
configured independently of its parent trace node); or, 

logging controller instances ([0068], lines 1-3, where message loggers can be 
similarly configured)". 

Shah did not explicitly state: "wherein, available severity levels include: a) a first 
severity level that indicates the existence of an anomaly that an application can recover 
from, said application also able to perform a desired task; b) a second severity level that 
indicates the existence of an error that an application can recover from, said application 
also being unable to perform a desired task; wherein, said determining includes 
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selecting one of a), b) above; defining a minimum severity level and a maximum 
severity level with a second controller". 

However, Ullman disclosed: "wherein, available severity levels include: a) a first 
severity level that indicates the existence of an anomaly that an application can recover 
from, said application also able to perform a desired task (Col. 3, lines 53-60, 
specifically warning messages, e.g., 'The available RAM is dangerously low' indicates 
the existence of an anomaly that an application can recover from and still perform a 
desired task); 

b) a second severity level that indicates the existence of an error that an 
application can recover from (Col. 1 , lines 29-33, where an example error is a 
misspelling on the input, and applications can recover from user misspelling on input), 
said application also being unable to perform a desired task (Col. 3, lines 53-60, 
specifically error messages, e.g., 'An error has occurred in this program' indicates the 
desired task had an error); 

wherein, said determining includes selecting one of a), b) above (Col. 3, lines 53- 
60, where high level messages include the warning messages and error messages); 

defining a minimum severity level and a maximum severity level with a second 
controller (Abstract, lines 9-15, and Col. 4, lines 15-29, where a maximum level is 
defined when selective control of message logging, tracing, and filtering of the logger 
and tracer output are at the maximum level, for example when the frequency of logging 
is adjusted upward the logging level will increase to its maximum level. During normal 
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operation or after detection of a stop event the frequency of logging may be decreased, 
for a minimum level)". 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the logging system of Shah with the teachings of Ullman to include 
support for variable levels of logging. Motivation to combine these references comes 
from Ullman, "to provide continual monitoring with logging and tracing of all computing 
system activities is unduly burdensome and adversely impacts performance objectives. 
Therefore, what is provided is a variable logging frequency monitor feature which 
implements selective control of the message logging, the tracing, and of the filtering of 
the logger and tracer output (Col. 4, lines 12-18)". Therefore by combining the logging 
system of Shah with the variable levels of logging of Ullman, one can save performance 
while still logging relevant events on a computing system. 

15. With respect to Claim 10, Shah disclosed: "A method (Abstract, lines 1-2) 
comprising: 

defining an severity level for a first controller ([0050], lines 1-4, and [0054], lines 
5-7, where the severity level is the configuration of the filter, for example the amount of 
data passed to handlers from the filter can change based on the filter configuration and 
thus the severity level is defined), the first controller processing messages based on the 
defined severity level ([0050], lines 2-4)", 

"the second controller being a child controller to the first controller in a defined 
controller hierarchy ([0059], lines 3-5); and 
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setting the severity of the second controller equal to the minimum severity level if 
the severity level of the first controller is relatively lower than the defined minimum 
severity level ([0059], lines 7-8, and second Col., lines 1-4, where the parent node, 
object 601 in Figure 6, has no logging, which is lower than the minimum defined logging 
level for the child node, object 602, Figure 6, which has logging set to true. The parent 
level is relatively lower than the child minimum level, and the child overrides the parent 
value) and setting the severity of the second controller equal to the maximum severity 
level if the severity level of the first controller is relatively higher than the defined 
maximum severity level (As seen in the rejection of the previous limitation, the child 
does not have to inherit the value of the parent, so it is conceivable that the parent has 
logging set to true and the child has logging set to false, which would mean the parent 
has a higher logging lever than the child, and the child will use its lower level rather than 
inherit the parent value), said first and second controllers being: 

instances of tracing controllers ([0066], lines 8-10, where the child trace node can 
be configured independently of its parent trace node); or, 

instances of logging controllers ([0068], lines 1-3, where message loggers can be 
similarly configured)". 

Shah did not explicitly state: "wherein, available severity levels include: a) a first 
severity level that indicates the existence of an anomaly that an application can recover 
from, said application also able to perform a desired task; b) a second severity level that 
indicates the existence of an error that an application can recover from, said application 
also being unable to perform a desired task; wherein, said determining includes 
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selecting one of a), b) above; defining a minimum severity level and a maximum 
severity level with a second controller". 

However, Ullman disclosed: "wherein, available severity levels include: a) a first 
severity level that indicates the existence of an anomaly that an application can recover 
from, said application also able to perform a desired task (Col. 3, lines 53-60, 
specifically warning messages, e.g., 'The available RAM is dangerously low' indicates 
the existence of an anomaly that an application can recover from and still perform a 
desired task); 

b) a second severity level that indicates the existence of an error that an 
application can recover from (Col. 1 , lines 29-33, where an example error is a 
misspelling on the input, and applications can recover from user misspelling on input), 
said application also being unable to perform a desired task (Col. 3, lines 53-60, 
specifically error messages, e.g., 'An error has occurred in this program' indicates the 
desired task had an error); 

wherein, said determining includes selecting one of a), b) above (Col. 3, lines 53- 
60, where high level messages include the warning messages and error messages); 

defining a minimum severity level and a maximum severity level with a second 
controller (Abstract, lines 9-15, and Col. 4, lines 15-29, where a maximum level is 
defined when selective control of message logging, tracing, and filtering of the logger 
and tracer output are at the maximum level, for example when the frequency of logging 
is adjusted upward the logging level will increase to its maximum level. During normal 
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operation or after detection of a stop event the frequency of logging may be decreased, 
for a minimum level)". 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the logging system of Shah with the teachings of Ullman to include 
support for variable levels of logging. Motivation to combine these references comes 
from Ullman, "to provide continual monitoring with logging and tracing of all computing 
system activities is unduly burdensome and adversely impacts performance objectives. 
Therefore, what is provided is a variable logging frequency monitor feature which 
implements selective control of the message logging, the tracing, and of the filtering of 
the logger and tracer output (Col. 4, lines 12-18)". Therefore by combining the logging 
system of Shah with the variable levels of logging of Ullman, one can save performance 
while still logging relevant events on a computing system. 

16. With respect to Claim 2 the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: "The 
method as in claim 1 further comprising: setting the severity level of the second 
controller equal to the minimum severity level if the severity level of the first controller is 
relatively lower than the defined minimum severity level (Shah, [0059], lines 7-8, and 
second Col., lines 1-4, where the parent node, object 601 in Figure 6, has no logging, 
which is lower than the minimum defined logging level for the child node, object 602, 
Figure 6, which has logging set to true. The parent level is relatively lower than the 
child minimum level, and the child overrides the parent value)". 
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1 7. With respect to Claim 1 1 , the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: "The 
method as in claim 10 further comprising: setting the severity of the second controller 
equal to the severity of the first controller (Shah, [0059], lines 3-7) if the severity level of 
the first controller is between the minimum severity level (Shah, [0059], lines 7-8, 
isLogging-false, where no logging takes place) and the maximum severity level (Shah, 
[0059], second Col., lines 2-4, isLogging=true, where logging takes place)". 

18. With respect to Claims 3 and 12, the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: 
"setting the severity level of the second controller equal to the maximum severity level if 
the severity level of the first controller is relatively higher than the defined maximum 
severity level (As seen in the rejection of Claim 2 above, the child does not have to 
inherit the value of the parent, so it is conceivable that the parent has logging set to true 
and the child has logging set to false, which would mean the parent has a higher 
logging lever than the child, and the child will use its lower level rather than inherit the 
parent value)". 

19. With respect to Claims 4 and 13, the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: 
"wherein said first and second controllers are tracing controllers (Shah, [0066], lines 8- 
10, where the child trace node can be configured independently of its parent trace 
node), further comprising: receiving a trace message directed at the second controller 
(Shah, [0042], lines 2-4, and Figure 6, object 601, being the trace logger); comparing a 
severity value associated with the trace message with the severity level of the second 



Application/Control Number: 10/749,615 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2451 

controller (Shah, [0050], lines 1-2 and 6-8); and processing the trace message if the 
severity value associated with the trace message is greater than or equal to the severity 
level of the second controller (Shah, [0050], lines 2-4). 

20. With respect to Claims 5 and 14, the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: 
"wherein processing comprises formatting information contained in the trace message 
(Shah, [0051], lines 1-2) and forwarding the formatted information to a specified output 
destination (Shah, [0043], lines 1-5)". 

21 . With respect to Claims 6 and 15, the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: 
"wherein the trace message is emitted in response to the execution of a specified area 
of program code within an application (Shah, [0042], lines 6 and second Col., lines 1- 
6)". 

22. With respect to Claims 7 and 16, the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: 
"wherein said first and second controllers are logging controllers (Shah, [0066], lines 8- 
10, where the child trace node can be configured independently of its parent trace node, 
and [0068], lines 1-3, where message loggers can be similarly configured) further 
comprising: receiving a log message directed at the second controller (Shah, [0042], 
lines 2-3); comparing a severity value associated with the log message with the severity 
level of the second controller (Shah, [0050], lines 1-2, and 6-8); and processing the log 
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message if the severity value associated with the trace message is greater than or 
equal to the severity level of the second controller (Shah, [0050], lines 2-4)". 

23. With respect to Claim 8, the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: "wherein 
said first and second controllers are logging controllers (Shah, [0066], lines 8-10, where 
the child trace node can be configured independently of its parent trace node, and 
[0068], lines 1-3, where message loggers can be similarly configured) processing 
comprises formatting information contained in the log message (Shah, [0051], lines 1-2) 
and forwarding the formatted information to a specified output destination (Shah, [0043], 
lines 1-5)". 

24. With respect to Claim 17, the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: 
"wherein processing comprises formatting information contained in a log message 
(Shah, [0051], lines 1-2) and forwarding the formatted information to a specified output 
destination (Shah, [0043], lines 1-5)". 

25. With respect to Claims 9 and 18, the combination of Shah and Ullman disclosed: 
"wherein the second controller is associated with a particular category (Shah, [0042], 
lines 4-5) and wherein the log message is from an application and/or network 
component associated with the category (Shah, [0042], lines 4-5)". 
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26. Claims 19-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shah in view of Ullman and further in view of Biegel et al (US 5,608,720). 

27. With respect to Claim 19, Shah disclosed: "A system (Abstract, lines 1-2) 
comprising: 

a first controller ([0050], lines 1-4) to process messages based on a defined 
severity level ([0050], lines 2-4, and [0054], lines 5-7, where the severity level is the 
configuration of the filter, for example the amount of data passed to handlers from the 
filter can change based on the filter configuration and thus the severity level is defined), 
wherein, available severity levels include:: 

a) a first severity level that provides information for debugging ([0042], lines 6- 
14)"; and 

"a second controller being a child controller to the first controller in a defined 
controller hierarchy ([0059], lines 3-5); and 

severity generation logic to set the severity of the second controller equal to the 
severity of the first controller ([0059], lines 3-7) if the severity level of the first controller 
is between a minimum severity level ([0059], lines 7-8, isLogging-false, where no 
logging takes place) and a maximum severity level ([0059], second Col., lines 2-4, 
isLogging=true, where logging takes place), said first and second controllers being: 

instances of tracing controllers ([0066], lines 8-10, where the child trace node can 
be configured independently of its parent trace node)". 
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Shah did not explicitly state: "b) a second severity level that indicates when a 
method is entered and/or exited; c) a third severity level that echoes what has been 
performed". 

However, Ullman disclosed: "c) a third severity level that echoes what has 
already been performed (Col. 3, lines 60-61)". 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the logging system of Shah with the teachings of Ullman to include 
support for variable levels of logging. Motivation to combine these references comes 
from Ullman, "to provide continual monitoring with logging and tracing of all computing 
system activities is unduly burdensome and adversely impacts performance objectives. 
Therefore, what is provided is a variable logging frequency monitor feature which 
implements selective control of the message logging, the tracing, and of the filtering of 
the logger and tracer output (Col. 4, lines 12-18)". Therefore by combining the logging 
system of Shah with the variable levels of logging of Ullman, one can save performance 
while still logging relevant events on a computing system. 

The combination of Shah and Ullman did not explicitly state: "b) a second 
severity level that indicates when a method is entered and/or exited". 

However, Biegel disclosed: "b) a second severity level that indicates when a 
method is entered and/or exited (Col. 28, lines 45-49 and Col. 29, lines 16-20, where 
trace levels include Level 5, which include entry to functions or methods)". 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the logging system of Shah and Ullman with the teachings of Biegel 
to include support for tracing entry/exit from methods. Motivation to combine these 
comes from Biegel, where: "The trace Log contains software and system error 
conditions that are detected on a circuit packet. It aids in system debugging during 
integration and in the field by providing visibility into the execution flow through software 
entities" (Col. 29, lines 38-41). Therefore by combining the references one is aided in 
debugging by having visibility of the execution flow through software. 

28. With respect to Claim 28, Shah disclosed: "An article of manufacture having 
program code stored thereon (Abstract, lines 1-2) which, when executed by a machine 
cause the machine to perform the operations of: 

defining a severity level for a first controller ([0050], lines 1-4, and [0054], lines 5- 
7, where the severity level is the configuration of the filter, for example the amount of 
data passed to handlers from the filter can change based on the filter configuration and 
thus the severity level is defined), the first controller processing messages based on the 
defined effective severity level ([0050], lines 2-4), wherein, available severity levels 
include: 

a) a first severity level that provides information for debugging ([0042], lines 6- 
14)"; and 

"the second controller being a child controller to the first controller in a controller 
hierarchy ([0059], lines 3-5) so as to receive said security level as a parameter from 
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said first controller ([0059], lines 5-9, if a property on a child is not set, it inherits that 
property from the parent, and for example, trace node has the property isLogging-false, 
both of its children inherit this property); and 

setting the severity level of the second controller equal to the severity level of the 
first controller ([0059], lines 3-7) if the severity level of the first controller is between the 
minimum severity level ([0059], lines 7-8, isLogging-false, where no logging takes place) 
and the maximum severity level ([0059], second Col., lines 2-4, isLogging=true, where 
logging takes place), said first and second controllers being: 

instances of tracing controllers ([0066], lines 8-10, where the child trace node can 
be configured independently of its parent trace node)". 

Shah did not explicitly state: "b) a second severity level that indicates when a 
method is entered and/or exited; c) a third severity level that echoes what has been 
performed; defining a minimum severity level and a maximum severity level with a 
second controller". 

However, Ullman disclosed: "c) a third severity level that echoes what has 
already been performed (Col. 3, lines 60-61); defining a minimum severity level and a 
maximum severity level with a second controller (Abstract, lines 9-15, and Col. 4, lines 
15-29, where a maximum level is defined when selective control of message logging, 
tracing, and filtering of the logger and tracer output are at the maximum level, for 
example when the frequency of logging is adjusted upward the logging level will 
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increase to its maximum level. During normal operation or after detection of a stop 
event the frequency of logging may be decreased, for a minimum level)". 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the logging system of Shah with the teachings of Ullman to include 
support for variable levels of logging. Motivation to combine these references comes 
from Ullman, "to provide continual monitoring with logging and tracing of all computing 
system activities is unduly burdensome and adversely impacts performance objectives. 
Therefore, what is provided is a variable logging frequency monitor feature which 
implements selective control of the message logging, the tracing, and of the filtering of 
the logger and tracer output (Col. 4, lines 12-18)". Therefore by combining the logging 
system of Shah with the variable levels of logging of Ullman, one can save performance 
while still logging relevant events on a computing system. 

The combination of Shah and Ullman did not explicitly state: "b) a second 
severity level that indicates when a method is entered and/or exited". 

However, Biegel disclosed: "b) a second severity level that indicates when a 
method is entered and/or exited (Col. 28, lines 45-49 and Col. 29, lines 16-20, where 
trace levels include Level 5, which include entry to functions or methods)". 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the logging system of Shah and Ullman with the teachings of Biegel 
to include support for tracing entry/exit from methods. Motivation to combine these 
comes from Biegel, where: "The trace Log contains software and system error 
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conditions that are detected on a circuit packet. It aids in system debugging during 
integration and in the field by providing visibility into the execution flow through software 
entities" (Col. 29, lines 38-41 ). Therefore by combining the references one is aided in 
debugging by having visibility of the execution flow through software. 

29. With respect to Claims 20 and 29, the combination of Shah, Ullman and Biegel 
disclosed: "setting the severity level of the second controller equal to the minimum 
severity level if the severity level of the first controller is relatively lower than the defined 
minimum severity level (Shah, [0059], lines 7-8, and second Col., lines 1-4, where the 
parent node, object 601 in Figure 6, has no logging, which is lower than the minimum 
defined logging level for the child node, object 602, Figure 6, which has logging set to 
true. The parent level is relatively lower than the child minimum level, and the child 
overrides the parent value)". 

30. With respect to Claims 21 and 30, the combination of Shah, Ullman and Biegel 
disclosed: "setting the severity level of the second controller equal to the maximum 
severity level if the severity level of the first controller is relatively higher than the 
defined maximum severity level (As seen in the rejection of Claim 2 above, the child 
does not have to inherit the value of the parent, so it is conceivable that the parent has 
logging set to true and the child has logging set to false, which would mean the parent 
has a higher logging lever than the child, and the child will use its lower level rather than 
inherit the parent value)". 
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31 . With respect to Claim 22, the combination of Shah, Ullman and Biegel disclosed: 
"wherein said first and second controllers are tracing controllers (Shah, [0066], lines 8- 
10, where the child trace node can be configured independently of its parent trace 
node), further comprising: receiving a trace message directed at the second controller 
(Shah, [0042], lines 2-4, and Figure 6, object 601, being the trace logger); comparing a 
severity value associated with the trace message with the severity level of the second 
controller (Shah, [0050], lines 1-2 and 6-8); and processing the trace message if the 
severity value associated with the trace message is greater than or equal to the severity 
level of the second controller (Shah, [0050], lines 2-4). 

32. With respect to Claim 23, the combination of Shah, Ullman and Biegel disclosed: 
"wherein processing comprises formatting information contained in the trace message 
(Shah, [0051], lines 1-2) and forwarding the formatted information to a specified output 
destination (Shah, [0043], lines 1-5)". 

33. With respect to Claim 24, the combination of Shah, Ullman and Biegel disclosed: 
"wherein the trace message is emitted in response to the execution of a specified area 
of program code within an application (Shah, [0042], lines 6 and second Col., lines 1- 
6)". 
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34. With respect to Claim 25, the combination of Shah, Ullman and Biegel disclosed: 
"wherein said first and second controllers are logging controllers (Shah, [0066], lines 8- 
10, where the child trace node can be configured independently of its parent trace node, 
and [0068], lines 1-3, where message loggers can be similarly configured) further 
comprising: receiving a log message directed at the second controller (Shah, [0042], 
lines 2-3); comparing a severity value associated with the log message with the severity 
level of the second controller (Shah, [0050], lines 1-2, and 6-8); and processing the log 
message if the severity value associated with the trace message is greater than or 
equal to the severity level of the second controller (Shah, [0050], lines 2-4)". 

35. With respect to Claim 26, the combination of Shah, Ullman and Biegel disclosed: 
"wherein said first and second controllers are tracing controllers (Shah, [0066], lines 8- 
10, where the child trace node can be configured independently of its parent trace node) 
processing comprises formatting information contained in the log message (Shah, 
[0051], lines 1-2) and forwarding the formatted information to a specified output 
destination (Shah, [0043], lines 1-5)". 

36. With respect to Claim 27, the combination of Shah, Ullman and Biegel disclosed: 
"wherein the second controller is associated with a particular category (Shah, [0042], 
lines 4-5) and wherein the log message is from an application and/or network 
component associated with the category (Shah, [0042], lines 4-5)". 
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Response to Arguments 

37. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-30 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW S. LINDSEY whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-381 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 7-5, Fridays 7- 
12. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

MSL 

12/18/2008 



/John Follansbee/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2451 



